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collocation space to permit, among other things, connection of the colioeatOr's
telecommunications equipment to the Company's equipment It maintains that such
costl are not included as part of RS Means calculations of the cost of constructing
single-tenant central offices.

There are additional incremental costs associated with a multiple-tenant central
office facility that are not incurred In a sin;le-tenant central office. The differences
betw••n a single-teanant and multiple-tenant environment include the need for regular
and emergency ingressJegr8ss for secondary tenants, the need to secure areas to
which collocators do not have access, and the need for a proper ventilation
environment for each collocation space designed to acc:cmmodate the particular
collocators equipment

Finally, the COBO charge also covers the cost of such items as engineering,
mechanical and electrical work specific to accommodating the colloeatot's particular
telecommunications equipment in its transmission node, including lighting in the
spec:ific collocation area, dedicated power receptacles, additional fire alarm coverage if
required, and construction of a security separation between the coUocation space and
Amerltech equipment. The Company assem that it is entitled to recoup these
additional costs.

Ameritech Illinois strYctured it coeo enarg. on a non-recurring basis, in light of
the fact that each new collocator has unIque equipment and spacing reqUirements lind
that COBO work IS performed with those unique needs in mind. In addition, since there
15 no guarantee that ~acated space will be occupied immediately by a new collocator,
the Company claims that it is appropriate for it to recover all of its costs up-front.

Ameritech Illinois chose the costs associated with tne 75th percentile of reported
figures because, in comparison to central offices described by RS Means, Ameritech
says it builds high quality facilities. It also contends tl"lat the 75th percentile costs more
appropriately reflect all of the costs associated with the construction of central offices ,
Including site work, equipment, and arc:hited and engineering fees. ProJeds
associated with the 25th and SOth percentile do not include all of these costs for ~icn
it should be compensated.

In Company witness Quick.'s rebuttal testimony, he stated that

"According to the 1995 ~erSlon of RS Means Building Construction Cost Data,
the 75th percentile floor area constructIon costs per sq. ft. for telephone eXchange is
$167. Thus, the total in~estment cost for 100 sq. ft. of net usable space would be
$167/sq. ft. times 200 sq. ft., or $33,400."

The third .Iement of the proposed collocation enarges is the transmission node
enclosure charge. This charge Includes not only the incremental costs of building the
actual collocation cage, but also maintenance, taxes and ott'ler recurring costs
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associated with the transmission node enclosure itself. The.. costl are i~rporated
into a one-time charge a. an accommodation to customers (rather than. being e:t'arged
on a recurring basis). AmeriteeM Illinois says it is willing to accept ttl. nsk that It mlgnt
suffer a loss on customers who collocate physically for more than the seyen-year
period on wnich the charge is based.

AT&T and Mel

AT&T and Mel claim tnat Ameriteet'l's collocation prices are not forward-looking
because they are based on its current office deployment - single-tenant central offices.
It is more likely, that Ameritech nas purposely avoided considering a hypothetical multi
tenant office because such a forward-looking persJ:'ectiv8 would resuft In lower costs
and lower prices. They conclude that its collocation prices ara based upon embedded
plant and must be rejected as not forward-looking.

Mel. stated that the physical collocation charges cannot possibly be supported
by TELRIC data. The Company stated that real estate in Illinois simply is not priced so
that a space tne size of an average walk-in closet would rent for $883.91 per month.
This charge is onty for the rental of the floor space and dOes not cover the one-time
construction charge. MeI maintains that Ameritech is proposing to cf"Iarge new
entrants prices that would make a r8al estate agent in Mannattan envious. (MCI exhibit
2.0 at SO).

As to the floor space charge, AT&T and Me. note that it is based upon 1o-year
old building cost data. AI Ex. 9.0. at 14. They also took issue with its pradice of
grossing up tne floor space by charging a price for 200 square feet of floor feet when
only a 100 square feet of space is being provided to the collocator. MCI argues that
Amentech's reasoning for "dOUbling" the amount of floor space from 100 to 200 square
feet IS inappropriate. Dr. Ankum stated that "All the modifications that Ameritec:n lists
are already included in the $167 per square foot cost identified by RS Means" Dr
Ankum further stated that the $'67 Identifies the totality of all ccsts for a sQuare foot of
cantral office space, and there is simply no need to search for any additional costs
'W'here it concerns the square feet occupied by collocators. AT&T and MCI argue that
Ameritech perlormed no study to support Its grossing--up practice. and contend that its
prac:1ice of doubling floor space does not ac:e:ount for tne sharing of common space
between the ccllocator and Amerltech or the c:.ollocator and other collocators. They
also contend that colloc.ators will not have access to most of the space that IS added as
part of tne grols-up, and cite as examples storage space and employee facilities.

AT&T and Mel also disputed tne Companys conclusion that the high quality
matan.ls and construction methods It used to build its central offices support Its
selection of the 75th percentile -- the highest cost percentile - and applying It to
building construction cost data. They argue that. other than the bald assertIons of Its
collocation Witness Mr. Quick, Amentech Illinois has put forth no support for this claim.
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ThuS. they condude that AmeritecM has provided no re.so~ for the. Commission to
belle"e that its central affices are construded at a leve' of qua'lty any different thtIn any
other RaOels centra' offices.

AT&T and MC, Jointly recommend that Amerited'1 Illinois' CO floor space enarge
be based on 100 square feet of space, and not 200; (ii) that the CO floor space cnarge
reflect Medium Cost Centra' Offices; and (iii) that the monthly CO space charge be
recalculated based on the annual charge factors supported ,n the testImony af Mel
witness Star1<ey. (MCI Ex. 3.0P, at 16). Mr. Starkey proposed price ceilings for all the
physical collocation elements. His proposals ar~ included in Mel Ex. 3.0P, Attaehment
MS (Revised).

As to the COBO cnarge, Dr. Ankum observed that aU the modifications that
Ameritech recovers by this charge already are included in the per square foot
investment cost identIfied by the Means Guides. (Mel Ex. 2.0P at 53-56). Thus, they
contend that the COBO charge is superfluous and th.t the Commission shOYld
eliminate it entirely. They also maintain tt"l.t tne COBO charge is based on backward
looking data because the starting point for the COBO charge is current single-ten8nt
central office, They contend that the floor space charge should be based on the
medium cest (SOtn percentile) figures in Building Construction Co,t Qat•. They assert
that Amerited'l has not provided evidence to support its claim that itl central offices are
of a Mig".r quality than other RBOe 5 and tMat the Commission therefore has no basis
for utiliZIng the higher cost figures. In addItion, AT&T and Mel contend that the easts
necessary to make collocation safe, secure and usable (e.g. installation of walls and
doors, locks and keys, additional neating and ventilation, etc.) are all included In the
per square foot investment cost identified in Building Constf'lJetion Costs Data. Finally,
they propose tMat if tt"le CommiSSion orders a COBO charg., the CommiSSion should
structure the cnarge of a recurring basis, ratMer than as an up-front one-time charge.
They maintaIn that a recumng cnarge more appropriately would refled the use that a
collocator rece,ves from collocation space A non-recurring charge would cause
Amerltect1 to eam a windfall if a collOC4itor ~acates its space earty, since collocation
space can be used by other new entrants or by the Company once it is vacated. (MCI
Ex 2.2P at 38).

AS to Amentech illinois' transmiSSion node enclosure d'large, AT&T and MCI
'-lrge that It should be reconstructed. They note that the Company's method of
calculating a Net Present Value rNPV) for the transmiSSion node enclosure is a
matnematlcal ImpoSSibility: tne Initial In"estment is first identified and then an NPV
calculation is done that results 1M a figure higher than the Initial investment. MCI
witness Starkey con\lened Ameritech s proposed transmission node enclosure enarge
Into a more reasonable forward-looking recurring charge. (Mel Ex. 30P at 16).

More generally, AT&T and Mel also note that Ament.ch's proposed cnarges
Inappropriately Include labor time estimates related to space reservations, ordenng,
and cancellatIon charges. Dr. AnKUm recommended that space reservation and
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service-ordering charges be based on one hour of labor time each, which is
conservatively nigh since only the labor time involving an Ameritech representative
being contacted should be included. (Mel Ex. 2.0P at 6'). Consistent with that
recommendation, Mr. Starkey recalculated the space reservation and service-ordering
charges to arrive at a mare reasonable estimate of the forward-looking cast related to
these tasks (Mel Ex. 3.0P I Schedule MS-S at 2).

Position of Staff

Staff concluded that Ameritech's collocation costs are excessive. Staff noted
that the proposed monthly rental charge is equal to over sao per square foot per year
for the '00 square feet of central office space. This compares to 8 maximum rate of
520 per square foot that the State of Illinois pays for prime office space in the Chicago
loop. (Staff Ex. 6.0' at 2-3). Staff also pointed out that the COBO charge Is equal to
$259.30 per square foot for the remodeling of 100 square feet. Staff concluded that it
is less expensive to build a hospital than to remodel a central offica for collocation
according to Ameritech. (~ at 4-5).

Staff also took issue with Ameritech witness Quick's determination of gross
square footage and his c::ondusion that 200 square feet of space is required to
provision 100 square foot of collocation space. (Staff Ex. 6.02 at 8-9). Staff agrees that
Amentech ls entitled to be compensated for (1) the additional space Within the central
office ~ulpm.nl room, including hallways and corridors, necessary to provide a 100
square foot collocation node and (2) the costs of providing the support space used to
proVide such fundions as heating, air conditioning, power and other mechanical
functions. Staff witness Gasparin, testified that, based on his experience, an additional
s~uare footage may be required for support spaces which is equal to 25%. Tnerefore,
Staff determined that an amount eQual to 133.33 gross square feet may be appropriillte
to support 100 net square feet. (Staff Ex. 6.02 at 8-9). Mr. Gasparin opined that a
gross-up of the net square foot figure is an approprrate method to recover these costs.

Staff proposed that the COBO d'targe should not exceed 1'7,300 for 100 square
feet of space, based on the RS Means data, plus an allocation of shared and common
costs and the residual. (Stafr Initial Brief at 142). Staff further proposed that the
annual square footage charge for rent should not exceed $20 per square foot, plus
snared and common costs and tne residual. Also, those charges snould be reduced as
appropriate based on the location in the state,

Commission Analysis and Conclusion

Tne CommiSSion concJudes that the overall methodology utilized by Ameritech
illinOIS to caleulate its collocation prices ;5 reasonable and consistent with the TELRIC
metnodology set forth in the FCC Order Although Amerited'llliinois necessarily bases
Its cost on Its experiences with single tenant central offices and then reflects the
additIonal costs associated with pro\llding collocation to a third party in its proposed

95

02/18/98 WED 18:00 ITX/Rl NO 5118)



96-0486/96-0569
Consol.

COBO and enclosure charges, this rate design is rea.onable and refleds the best
presently-avallabl. approJumatian of the total farward-looking COS~I that Ameritech
Illinois would incur if it built a multi-tenant central office today wIth space already
included and ready for occupan~ by particular conoealors.

In determining its recurring floor space charge, Ameriteen Ulinoi& relied on per
square foot cests fer central office construction reported in Building Construction CoJl
pata. RS Means Building Construction Cost Data utilizes present cost information to
estimate the square foot COlt of building a t.'ephone exchange in the current year. It
estimates cests based on adual reported costs incurred by contradors that have built
telephone exchanges during the past 10 years. RS Means then adjusts these figures
annualty utiliZing current cost information where applicable. AT&T and Mel's ultimllte
recommendation is based upon reliance on Building Construction Cast Data, wnieh is
what Amenteen Illinois has utilized. Staff has not objected to its use. Moreover, based
on the evidence presented, the Commission finds that 8uilding Construction Cost Data
provides a proper basis for approximating the per ~u.... foot cost of providing floor
space in a single-tenant central office.

AT&T and MCI's proposal to completely disallow the gross-up is not supported
by the record. By eliminating the gross-yp factor, they propose to prevent Ameritech
Illinois from recovering a substantial portion of the forward--lookingeosts that it incurs.
The AT&T/Mel proposal would undercompensate Ameritech Illinois and cause it to
subsidize the local service offerings of its competitors.

The use of a gross floor area figure, rather than a net usable floor area figure, is
reasonable and consistent with industry practices. Indeed, the data supplied in RS
Means publication calculates costs based on 9L2l! square faet of building area
However, RS Means says nothing about the amount of gross space necessary to
support dedication of a O!! space of 100 square feet to a collocator. Because the
space that Ameriteeh illinOIS is priCIng is a collocation node that is 100 n!! square feet
in Size, the only way to utilize the RS Means' data is to determine the corresponding
gross square foot space required to fumish '00 n.I1 square feet of collocation space

The other objections of AT&T, MCI and Staff are without merIt. Amentech
Illinois' calculations are based on experience within ttle telecommunications Industry
and are consistent with pr.vailing real estate standards. Staff's proposed gross-up is
InadeQuate snd not supported by tr'l. eVidentiary r&Cord. Moreover, AT&T and Mel's
argument With respect to access to support space is incorrect. The type of suppo"
space that forms the basis of Amentech IllinOIS' gross-up IS space to whic:.n collocators
will have access or which support functions necessary fer provisioning of collocation
space. and collocators benefit from those items. They are all Integral components of a
central office. such iilS access halls, service equipment rooms, HVAC rooms, stairs,
elevators etc. Finally, based on the evidence provided by Amentech IllinOIS. lhe
Commission finds that Ameritech IllinOIS' has appropriately taken Into acccunt any
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shared accesa by multiple collocators. W. conclude that Amerttech Illinois' proposal to
gross up the flocr space by 100 square feet to account for common and support areas
is reasonable.

Next we tum to Ameritech Illinois' claim that its use of high ~uality m~terial~ and
construdion methods justify pricing floor space based upon the 75 percentile whIch IS

the highest cost percentile in the Means eUilding Construction Cost Oata guide. W.
conclude tnat there is an insufficient basis for this aspect of Ameritech Illinois' cost
calculation. Ameritec:tl Illinois' sole support for this· claim is the opinion of its witness,
Mr. Quick. (AI Rebuttal Ex. 9, p. 18). There is no reason to believe that Ameritech
Illinois' cantral offices are constructed at a level of Quality any different than any other
RBOe's central offices. The Commission agrees with Staff, which concluded:
"Reliable industry estimates of the cost of construding a nevi C.O. indicate that this
estimate is high: (Staff Ex. 6.01, p. 2). When questioned during hearing, Mr. Quick
acknowledged he had no basis for comparing the construction Quality of Ameriteen
central offices to that of other RBOe central offices and, therefore, could not concJud.
that such offices were constructed in a lower ~uality maMer to that of Ameritech. (Tr
1573, 1586). Thus, neither Mr. Quick nor Ameritech nas made any showing that
Ameriteeh's central offices may properly be termed high cost W. wiH require II

recalculation of the costs besed on the more reasonable assumption of the median
square foot d"larges published by Means.

The Commission rejects Staffs proposal that the floor SPilce charge be capped
at 520 per square foot per year, based on the rent that the Stete of Illinois pays for
commercial office space in Chicago. As Ameriteen Illinois has demonstrated,
commercial office space is substantially different and less expensive than
telecommunications e~uipment space

The intervenors' and Staff's objections to the COBO enarge are generally
Without merit. As we stated sartier In this decision, the general three-part methodology
adopted by Ameritech Illinois is reasonable. Therefore, it is appropnate that Am.riteen
Illinois recov.r a separate COBO charge. AT&T and Mel's suggestion that the type of
costs being recovered through the COBO charge have already been recovered
elsewhere is incorrect. As Ameriteen IllinOIS demonstrated, the costs aSsoQated witr,
the COBO charge are tr,ose incurred by Amentech Illinois to accommodate the
collocating customer WIthin Its central offices. These costs are in addition to and
Olstlnct from the costs of building the centrOilI office Itself.

Although Staff recognizes that a separate COBO ch.rg. is proper, it also
objected to the amount of the d1arge. Staff's comparison of the COBO charge to RS
Means data relating to central office construction and hospital construdion is
ml!placed. Ameritech Illinois dId not use Building Con5trudion Costs Ofta in
calculating its COBO charge because RS Means does not provide costing information
for multiple-tenant central offices WIth collocation space. The modifications to a central
offIce necessary to accommodate multiple tenants are distinct costs to Ameritech
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Illinois. Neither ATlr and MCI nor St" has presented any evidenea to rebut the data
utilized to calculate the COBO charge. Moreo"er, the Commission rejects Staff's
proposal, that the COBO charge be capped at 517,300, as unsupported by the recard.

AT&T and Mel also object to the COBO charge being non-recurring. This
objection is based on a fundamental misconception that a subsequent collocator will
be able to use a 'Vacated collocation space 'without any additional work being performed
0'" t~e space. That is simply not ttl- case. Each collcealOf' has unique equipment and
spacing requirements and the COBO work that is performed is tailored to those needs.
Moreo'Ver. there is no guarantee that a 'Vacated space will be immediately oc:cupied by
a new coIIocator. Amerit.ch illinOIS is not required to let space sit idly by if there is no
demand for collocation space. In such a case, the space may be recanverted for
anether use. To accept AT&T and Mel's proposal that the up-front CaBO casts be
reco'Vered over time would mean that Ameritech Illinois would not be able to recover Its
full costs if a collocator vacated its space too soon.

With resped to the transmission node endosure, the Commission finds that the
calculation was computed properly. Mr. Palmer explained that it included as a
convenience to customers certain recurring cests associated with the enclosure itself.
We also consider it appropriate to charge on 8 norwecurring basis. 'Nhila other
recovery methods for these costs, such as collecting recurring costs on a monthly
basis, might be reasonable in concept, Ameriteeh Illinois' proposed charge reflects the
most convenient recovery method based on the record in this proceeding and is
approved.

The Commission also finds that Ameritech Illinois' charges for space reservation
and ordering are reasonable and supported by the record. AT&T and Mel have offered
little more than conclusory statements that these charges are excessive.

M. Power Consumption Charge

Ameritech Illinois imposes a power cansumption charge to cover costs that the
electric utility imposes, as well as necessary items suc:h as back-up batteries and
generators, and the Incremental cost for ventilation. It submitted testimony and data
which It claims support these figures.

CCI objects to Ameritech Illinois' power consumption charge, claiming that it has
not supported its proposed rates. eel claIms that its rate is unreasonable. According to
eel witness Penc:a, CCI was being cnarged 52.00 per line, per month for power
consumption in the collocation space. (eCI Ex. 1 at 7). Mr. Pence further stated that
tne 5200 Charge is a calculation and believed that the rate was actually $7 99 per fuse
amp.

Mr. Pence stated:
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'What I did to calculate this is I went back and adually pulled a bill from
Ameritech and that bill breakS down each piece part enarges, and inciuded in there was
for a digital loop carrier, was 1150 times the $7.99. And m~ understanding from talking
with Ameritech that 180 is the rating, the fuse amp rating on that equIpment that
amounts to, I don't have a calculator here in front of me, but that digital loo~ carrier
equIpment handles 672 lines.

So, if I take the 180 times the $7.99 and divide that by 672, you aduafly get
52.15 or $2.14, or something like that" (Tr.1537-1538).

During croll examination of Amerltech witness Quick regarding the power
consumption charges that were identified and addressed by Mr. Pence, Mr. QUIck
stated that he was unaware of the power consumption charges. (Tr. 1616).

In response to the power consumption charges, Ameritech witness Palmer
justified the charges by explaining that the enarge not only indud.. power
consumption, but also include. the cost of generators, redifiers, baUeries and air
conditioning. He further explains that, in calCYlating the ~ line charges, eel should
divide the total power costs by the total circuit capacity available rather than dividing
only by the number of circuits cross-connected. (At Ex. 3.1 at 38-39). Mr, Quick also
discusses the charges for mechanical, eleetrical and air conditioning, but related tho..
charges to the COBO charge and not the power consumption charges, (AI Ex. 9.0 at
17 & 23).

Staff pointed out that pursuant to Ameritech's power consumption charges. a
new LEC could be charged $480.00 per square foat per year for pewer. (Staff Ex. 6.02
at 10), Staff suggested that the power consumption charges should be based on usage
and not per-circuit capacity of the equipment located in tne cage. (Tr, 2111).
Regarding the power consumption enarges, Staff proposed that Ameritecn should be
dIrected to recalculate those enarges and either provide Ii cost on a per-unit basis,
whIch is measured for the power consumed, or reduCQ the charge to a square foot
baSIS, wrllch closely mirrors its actual charges. {.!SU-

Commission Analysis and Conclusion

We cunetude t1"lat Al'neriteen Illinois has failed to justify the level of its power
consumption char'v.'. We note that when Mr. Palmer analyzed the power consumption
charges paid by S~mnt and AT&T. he concluded that these companies paId a cost
equivalent to about $0.25 per line. (Tr. 504) Thus cel is paying a price that is eight
tImes greater than the price other competitive carriers are paying fO( power. we dired
Amented'l Illinois to recalculate the charges along the line. suggested by Staff.

On a separate matter, we note the testImony of Mr. Pence regarding charges
assessed by Amenteen Illinois when loops are not available to meet competitors'
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requests. We find the record on this matter to be insufficient to render 8 decision. We
suggest that eel file a separate complaint for investigation of this Issue.

N.. Common Transport

Position of Amenteen Illinois

In the course of this proceeding, Ameritech Illinois ~roposed to offer three
interoffice transport options: 1) dedicated interoffice transpor1; 2) shared transport; and
3) Shared Company Transport. As described by Mr. O'Brien, dedicated transport
provides an interoffice transmission facility that is dedicated to a single provider.
Shared transport provides a dedicated transmission facility wt'lich two or more carriers
agree to share, witn the price paid by each carrier being a function of how many
carriers agree to share a given facility. Under Shared Company Transport, carriers
may obtain snared transport services making use of dedicated facilities shared with the
Company. Under thiS option, I carrier can specify any number of trunks up to a total of
23 to be activated between any tvio Ameriteeh atficas. Those carriers can pay for
tnese facilities based on either a flat monthly enarge tnat is 1/24th of a OS1 rate for
each trunk or under a usage-sensitive option.

Ameritech Illinois contends that there is no re81 dispute conceming the
adequacy of these options. The real dispute in this proceeding deals WIth whether the
Company is obligated to offer a so-called -cornmon transporr option. Tne Commission
has also reviewed thiS option in the Checklist proceeding, Docket 96-0404.

Ameritech Illinois takes the position that common transport is not a network
element and is therefore not required to be offered as part of its unbundled local
SWitching. It says that the common transport option sought by AT&T, MCI, and
WorldCom amounts to undifferentiated use of the public switch network where such
transport is not unbundled, is not dedicated to a carrier, and like ether seNlces, is
comprised of multiple functionalities.

It claims that the Telecommunications Ad defines a network element as ''facility
or equipment used te proVide telecommunications service. A network element also
Includes features. functions, and capabilities that are provided by such facilities or
e~ulpment. . to. (AI Ex. 2.1 at 8). It further states that, in order to obtain a ''feature,
function or capability" as a nerwork element, the requesting carrier must deSignate a
dIscrete facility or equipment in advance for a period of time. The Company claims that
this definitIon requires access to a partIcular facility or equipment. Ameritech witness
O'Brien stated:

"It does not support an interpretation that a requesting carrier can purchase
undifferentiated acces5 to net\wor1( capabilities. without purchasing access to a
particular facility or equIpment used to prOVIde telecommunications service." Id.
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Ameritech illinois cl.ims that obtaining on demand undifferentiated usage of the
functions and capaCilities of the public sw1tched network is the purchase of a SeNlC8,
not access to a netwof1( element. It further states that the FCC noted:

"When interexchange carriers purc:t'lase unbundled elements from incumbents,
they are not purchasing exchange access seNiee. They are purchasing a different
produd, and that product is the right to exclusive access or use of the entire element."
AI Ex. 2.1 at 9. It cites 41 C.F.R. 151.317 which defines unbundled local transport as
"transmission facilities dedicated to a particular customer or carrier, or shared by more
than one customer or c:arri.,... Ameritec:h argues that nothing in this definition
contemplates the common transport options sought by the IXCs.

Ameritech Illinois further contends that common transport, as described by the
IXes and others in this proeaeding, is not consistent with Section 271 (c)(2)(v). It claims
that, based on this fundamental premise of the section, local transport must be
unbundled from switching or other services. (Id. at 11).

The Company argues that common transport arrangements proposed by the
lXCs pose no risk of underutilization of the network in contrast with the FCC's view of
network elements as giving purchasers the right to exclusive access or use of an entire
element (FCC Order, ~8).

Moreo"er, Amerited'l illinois states the Commission should continue to defer this
issue to the FCC and. in the interim, approve its tariffs. \Nhen the FCC resolves this
issue, Amerited'l will make modifications to its tariff', If necessary.

Finally. Am.riteen disputes the concern of Staff and AT&T that IXCs may have to
c:onstnJd expensive routing tables to send ac:cess traffic: to new LECs using the
transport options. It takes the position that tXCs route traffic today for popular business
services such as MegaCom, whIch used dedicated connections between a customer
and an IXC Since access traffic can be screened to utilize MegaCom-type services,
the same technology could obviously be used to route access traffic to new LEes.

Position of Staff

Staff contends that common transport is a networW. element based on the FCC
Order and the Ad's definition of a netwolic. element. (Staff Ex. 6.0 at "). Staff further
pOinted out that the FCC Order requires incumbent LECs to provide access to
interoffice transmission facilities, which includes common transport. <.!S1.. at , 2).
Because c:.ommon transport is used in the transmission and provisioning of service,
Staff contends that common transport must be a network element. Staff further argues
that no technical constraints exist which would prevent Ameritec:h from providing
access to common transport. On the other hand, it argues that there are technIcal
concerns which may preclude an IXC from using the transport options currently offered.
Staff cites to its cross-examination of AT&T witness Sherry, where he testified that
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where a ULS provider purct'tases a trunk port and dedicated transport, the IXC then
must make routing decisions as to wnetner to route across Ameritech access servIces
or to tne IXC's dedicated transport and dedicated trunk pon based on tne dial. digit. Mr.
Sherry claimed that this kind of routing would be similar to that prescribed for long-term
number portability, and could take at 'east two years to Implement

AT&T and Mel

AT&T and Mel stat. tnat Am.ritech has failed to provide common transport as a
network element, tnereby giving carriers tne ability to send traffic over trunKS with it or
any other carrier, and to be charged on a "er minute-cf-use basis fO( that traffic.

They noted that during AT&T's arbitration proceeding with Ameriteen, Company
witness Mayer specificallV stated that "Ameritech's common transport is, by definition,
shared by atl users of the network, as well as by Ameritech itself." (AT&T Ex. 7.0 at 3
14). AT&T;· therefore, did not list common transport as an unresolved issue in the
arbitration proceeding. (ld. at , 6-20). In November 1996. as the arbitration proceeding
came to a close, Ameritec:h reneged on its commitment. (1£. at 15-20).

AT&T and MC J not. that common transport is an essential network element
which is vital to the viability of tMe Platform. They stress that common transport as
defined by Staff and all Intervenors is technically feasible. (Tr. 1722-1724). Ameritec:h
WIll ordered to provide the Platform (consisting of the unbundled loop, the network
interface device, local switching, shared (i.e., common) transport and dedicated
transport, signaling and call-related data bases, and tandem switching) by the FCC in
Its Order and by this Commission in our Wholesale/Platform Order in Dockets. 95
c.58/95.QS3. AT&T and Mel stress the importance of the Platform as a market entry
deVice that is preferable to resale because it allows aI CLEC to differentiate Its offerIngs
from those of Amerited't, and to chafge rates tnat are competitive with the IlEe. (AT&T
Ex. 70 at 28).

AT&T and MCI contend that the Company's transport proposals '!fiolate the Ad
and the FCC Order. They comment that the FCC Order requires ILECs, including
Amerltecli, to "provide interoffice transmiSSion faCilitIes on an unbundled basis to
reQuesting carriers." (FCC Order ~ 439). Further, tne FCC stated that "section
251 (d)(2)(8) (of the Act) reqUired incumbent LECs to provide access to shared
Interoffice faciliti.s and dedicated interoffice facilities." (FCC Order ~ 44'7). The FCC
Order clearly explained the difference between "exclusive use" and "shared use" of
network elements, thereby clarifying that shared facilities woutd encompass common
transport and conclusively established common transport as a networ1c. element. FCC
Order ~ 258. The FCC rules also established unbundled shared transport (27 C.F.R
§51.319(d)(2)(i» and set proxy rates for shared transport on a mlnutes-of-use baSIS
§S1 .513(4); FCC Order 11 822.
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AT&T contends that common transport is a network element and identifies the
FCC statement regarding transport that states:

"For some elements especially the loop, the requesting carrier wHl purchase
exclusive access to the ele~.nt for a specIfic period, Sl.lcn as a monthly basis. Carriers
seeking other elements, especially shared facilities suen as common transport, are
essentially purchasing access to a functionality of the incumbent's facilities on a
minute-by-minute basis." (FCC Orded125B; AT&T Ex, B.1 at 2).

A.T&T responds to Amenteen's contention that common transport is not a
network element because it combines fundionalities. by referencing other unbundled
local switching elements that also combine fundlonalities. AT&T gives examples for
local SWItching whic:h &ISO ;nciude signaling and databases. It further points out
Signaling which also re~uir.s associated links and signal transfer points. Further,
AT&T cites Section 251 (c)(3) whid'l makes explicit that:

"An Incumbent local exchange carrier snail provide such unbYndled network
elements in a manner tnat allows requesting carriers to combine such elements in order
to provide sucn teleeommunications service", (Id. at 4-5).

AT&T and Mel contend that Ameritech's unbundled local transport (IlUl1") tariff
is inconsistent With the FCC Order and the common understanding of shared transport.
ThQY refer to Amefitech's shared transport proposals as nothing more than an option to
purchase dedicated transport. First. Ameritac:h's own tariff states that its "Shared
Carner" option defines "shared transport" as "dedicated to a group of two or more
camers." Moreover, its "Shared Company" option is nothing more than an option to
purchase dedicated transport down to a 050 level. It will not make available the full
hmdlonalfty of its transport facilities with a ClEC and CLEC traffic will not be carried
over Its eXisting, switched networK but on dedicated facilities.

They point to the fad that the Indiana and Ohio Commissions already have
reqUired Ameritech to provide shared/common transport on II per-minute of use basis
as part of the AT&T/Ameritech Interconnection Agreements. (AT&T Ex. 1.0 at 29).
Further, the Michigan Commission ordered Ameritech to prOVide common transport that
could be shared by both new entrants and Ameritech. (!Qj, The Wisconsin
Commission has also ruled that Ameritech prOVIde common transport .5 a network
element (lQ.. at ~9).

AT&T and Mel also listed numerous flaws and Inefficiencies in Ameritectl's
shared transport proposals. For example, Its proposals result in the unnecessanly
duplication of facilities. (Mel Ex. 1.0 at 18). Further, Its transport proposals would
cause congestion and a single point of failure for ClEC calls at the tandem switch.
(AT&T Ex 8.0 at 22-23). Finally, they note that Ameritech's transport proposals are
pronlCltt\lely expensive and make a elEC's use of the platform economically
Impossible (MCI Ex. 1.0 at 18; MCI Ex. 2.2P at 49-50).
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For all of these reasons, AT&T and Mel argue that Am.riteen should be required
to undertake a cost study for tNS common transport, and to provide common transport
as a network element on a minute-at-use basis. Until the Commission adopts a
permanent rate for common transport, they recommend that the Commission approve
AT&T witness Webber's proposed interim of $0.00134 per mInute of use, based upon
nis analysis of Amefltech's local transport and termination TELRICs.

Wol1dCom

WorldCom states that tn. FCC Order uses common transport and shared
transport interchangeably and recognizes common transport as I network .Iement
Also, it points to the FCC Order at 11258 regarding common transport being a netwont
element.

WorldCom further indicated that a number of FCC provisions provide fO( this
transport option. The Company states that these include the definition of the ULS to
include all features and fundions, ineJuding fundiOl"tS integra' to call routing.
WorldCom further contends that. because the ULS provides its purchasers a right to
use the switches' call routing instructions, it also must include the right to use the
network to which they point. Also, WorldCom states that the FCC defined the UlS to
inctude trunk ports as a shared resource of the sw1tch, no different than the sw;tehing
matrix itself. (WorldCom Ex. 1.3 at '''HS). Its witness Gillan further pointed out that at
least five RBOCs offer a common transport option which include Pacific Bell,
Southwestern Bell, Bell Atlantic, Bell South, and NYNEX. (Id. at 16).

Commission Analysis and Conclusion

We condude that Ameriteen Illinois II l1K1uired by the Act and the FCC
regulations to provide unbundled local transport to requesting earners. UnbUndling of
local transport/interoffice transmission faCilities is required under Section 251 (c)(3),
and It is a separate "competitive checklist" item under Section 271. (47 U.S.C.
§271 (c)(2)(B)(v)). The FCC c:cncluded that "incumbent LECs must provide interoffice
transmiSSion facilities on an unbundled basis to requesting carriers" (FCC Order'
439)

The FCC in its regUlations has defined Interoffice transmission faCilities as
follows.

(Ilneumbent LEC transmiSSion facilities dedicated to a
particular customer or carrier, 2! shared by more than one
customer or carrier, that provide telecommunications service
between wire centers ~ed by incumbent LECs or
requesting telecommunications carriers, or between
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switches owned by incumbent LEes or requesting
tetecommunications carriers.
(47 C.F.R. § S1.319(d).

Ameritech Illinois is further required to provide, in addition to exclusive use of
dedicated interoffice transmission facilities, "use of the fe.tures, fundlons and
capabilities of interoffice transmission facilities shared by more than one customer or
carrier" and to provide "all technically feasible transmission facilities, features,
functions and capabilities that tne requesting lelecommunications carrier cculd use to
provide telecommunications services." (41 C.F.R. § S1 .319(d)(2».

As is the cas. with all networtt elements. the FCC's regulations provide that an
incumbent LEe Mshall not impose limitations, restrictions, or requirements on requests
for, or the use of, unbundled network. elements that would impair the ability of II

requesting ·telecommunications carrier to off.r a telecommunications service in the
manner the reqlJesting telecommlJnications carrier intands.- (47 C.F.R. § 51.309(8».

This Commission agrees with WorldCom, AT&T, Mel and Staff and finds that
Ameritecn Illinois' position on shared transport is inconsistent with the FCC's Order and
with the common understanding of shared transport. and would raise yet another
barrier to entry by new competitors. The FCC, first of all. plainly contemplated the
provision of common transport by the incumbent local e)lenange carners. Discussing
Its ccncept of unbundled elements as physical facilities of the network together with the
features, functions, and capabilities associated with those facilities, the FCC observed:

For some elements, especially the loop, the requesting carrier will purc:t1ase
exclusive access to the element for a specific period, such as on a monthly basis
Carriers seeking other elements, espeCially shared facilities such as common transport,
are essentially purchasing access to a functionality of the Incumbent's facilities on a
mlnute-by-minute basis. (FCC Order ~ 258).

Moreover, in its most recent Order and Rules on the Implementation of the local
competition provisions of the Federal Act of 1996, the FCC clearly Identified shared
transport as transmission facilities sMared by more than one carrier, including the
Incumbent LEe. (See. FCC Third Order on Reconsideration at Appendix A, Section
51.31 9(d)(1 )(ii)).

The FCC's remarks correspond to the common understanding of the term. and
confirm that shared/common transpon is a network. element required to be unbundled
to satisfy the requirements of Section 251 (c){3).

Ameritech does offer an altemativs, but it too is inconsistent with the Act.
Ameritech Illinois has stated two alternatives: its "Shared Company" option and Its
"Shared Carrier" option. Both of tnese options amount to nothing more tnan vanations
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of dedicated transport. First. a. defined in Amenteen'. tariff, Amentech's Shared
Carrier option defines shared transport as "dedicated to a group of two or mer.
carriers" who, •• a group, must order an entire facility. Under Ameriled'l'. new "Shared
Company Transport" offering, a requesting CLEC can purchase a 05-1 or larger trunk
under tne same t.rms as set forth in Ameritechls original Shared Carrier Transport
propesal. In other words, the CLEC can purchase dedicated transport fac;lities and, if it
chooses, share those facilities with other CLECs. Ameritech would also allow a CLEC
to order up to 23 OS-o level tNnks on a OS-1 trunk between two Ameritecn end offices
The DS-o transport facilities would be dedicated to the CLEC and would have to
terminate at both ends on dedicated trunk ports separately purchased by the CLEC. If
the CLEC desires more than 23 such trunks, it would be required to order a dedicated
OS-1 facility. The CLEC would pay for the trunk ports at a fixed monthly rate of 1/24tfl

of the 05-1 trunk port charge for each activated trunk. Tna CLEC would also pay for
the transport at either (a) a flat rate per adivated trunk equal to 'J24~ of the OS-1
monthly rata or (b) a usage sensitive rate based on minutes of use.

The Commission finds that Ameritec:h's ULT proposal is inconsistent with the
FCC Order and with the common understanding of shared transport. The Commission
views Ameritechls new proposal as Simply an option to purchase dedic.ted transport
down to a c;rcuit~y-ejreuit, or OS-o, level, and not an option to purchase true shared
transport. The CommiSSion notes that Ameritech witness Gebhardt, nal desc:ribed its
modified proposal as "qedicated transport services at I••• than the 05-1 leve!."
AmeritecM Ex. , .4, p. 6 (emphasis added). As with its original ULT proposal. Ameritech
will not make available the full functionality of its transport facilities with a CLEC and
ClEC traffic will not be earned over Amerited'l's existing, switched netwOt'k, but only by
discrete, dedicated facilities.

Moreover, the CommiSSIon finds that both of Ameritec:i'1 's ULT offerings suffer
from several engineering and administration deficiencies. Rather than allOWIng for the
shared use of existing capacity on in-place fa~lities. Ameriteen is recommending that
CLEes deSign, engineer and build what amount to parallel interoffice networks just to
achle'.le Interoffice connedion needed to allow for ubiquitous organization and
termination of their customers' traffic The CLEC would also have to engineer its
network Without the benefit of any histOrical traffic data. The Commission is also
troubled by the fact that Amentech's transport proposals would cause congestion and a
single pOint of failure for CLEC calls at the tandem switCh. Tandem switches were not
jes,gned to hllndle thiS trllffic congestion (AT&T Ex. 80, pp. 22-23). The Commission
fu~her notes that Amerited'1's transpor1 proposals would amount to prohibitively
expenSive transport. making UNEs an undeSirable entrant plen. A CLEC uSing
Amentech's version of shared transport to prOVISion the platform would effectively have
to pay for dedicated transport from eacn Ameritech end office - 265 in Illinois - to
DrO'VISlon Its parallel netwcn<, (AT&T E-t. 70. p. 23).

w. also conclude that Amentech Illinois' positions, particular1y 85 expressed in
Its Brief on Exceptions, are Inconsistent With prior Commission Orders, inclUding our
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discussion of the transiting issue in Docket 96 AB..Q06 (Arbitration Decision in Docket
96 AB-006 at 19). W. note that in this proceeding Ameritech Illinois witness O'Brien
express.d Amerttech Illinois' commitment to include a transiting feature in. ~ts End
Office Integration Tariff, which would describe the features, terms and conditionS as
well as prices for the service. (AI Ex. 2.' at 28). We dired Ameritech Illinois to inelude
transiting language in its compliance tariff and provide supporting cost studies.

w. conclude that "cammon transport- as used in this proceeding is synonymous
with what the FCC also r.fers to as ·shared transport: meaning the shared use of the
incumbent LEe's intercffice network including the shared use of the existing routing
instructions in the switch. Accardingly, W. dired Ameriteen Illinois to file a tariff and
supporting cost study for common or ·shared" transport in accordance With our findings
harein, within ~S days of entry of this order.

We shall establish an interim rate for shared or common transport equivalent to
$0.0'34 per minute of us. as suggested by AT&T witness Webbw. AJthough we
recognize that his calculation was based on certain common and shared cost allocation
adjustments which W8 have not adopted, we agree with WarldCem that it is essential
that Ameritech Illinois make the shared transport offering available immediately. We
note that a usage sensitive rate, as was proposed by Mr. Webber, has been speemcally
endorsed by the FCC over the same objedions Ameritec:h Illinois nas raised here.
Finally, since Ameritech Illinois has been quite zealous in resisting the notion of
providing common transport, Mr. Webber's prcposed interim rate is tne only rate
presented in this record.

o . OSIDA Customized Routing

AT&T/Mel

On an issue directly linked to the provision of shared transport, AT&T and MCI
further oOserve that Amenteen should be required to provide customized routing by
class of call. inclUding customized routing of as and OA, as a standard offering, since
the two offerings (shared transport and customiZed routing) utilize the identical
technology. They referenced Mr. O'Bnen's testimony, whO Indicated that Ameritec.h
Intends to require CLECs to resort to a time consuming, burdensome and costly BFR
process to obtain customized routing by class of call when a CLEC orders more than
25 line class codes in a switch. (Tr. 1441-42).

They label this qualification as unreasonable, given the fad that Ameritech
concedes that technology required for customized routing of OS/OA is the same
tedinology used when a CLEC subscribes to Ameritech's ".rsian of "snared"/dedicatad
transport - the use of line class codes. (Tr. 14-41, 1730-31). They contend that 25 line
class codes rarely, if ever, will be suffiCIent to accomplish selectiv. routing of calls to
AT&Ts OS/DA platform - one of the primary uses to which AT&T would put custom
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routing. AT&Ts experience has determined customized routing of OS/OA will require
approximately 60 line class codes per switch. (AT&T Ex. 8.1 at 42).

position of ArMrttech Illinois

Ameritech Illinois states tnat it offers customized routing of OS/OA traffic without
requiring a BFR process where the number of line class codes to be utilized by the
purchaser of ULS does not exceed 25. It furtner contends that, while AT&T/Mel argue
that 2S line class codes is not an adequate number, they appear to be confusing the
number of line class codes needed in the context of ULS for the number needed in the
context of resale, where additional line class codes are necessary if a carrier is to
custom route OS/DA traffic with • full menu of resold seNices. In Its Reply Brief, the
Company further states that if their position should prove to be correct in the future that
additional line class codes are needed in the context of ULS I then it will revise upward
the number of line class codes ...nich will be considered part of a standard order where
a purchaser will not haye to use the BFR proc:ess.

Commission Analysis and Conclusion

The Commission rejects Ameritech's proposal to require CLECs to resort to a
Bona Fide Request ("BFRtI) process to obtain customiZed routing by class of call when
a CLEC orders more tnan 25 line class codes in a switch. This would most likely apply
if a carrier wished to have the OS and OA caUs of its customers routed to its own
OS/DA platform.

The FCC's regUlations provide that AmeritecM is required to provide reCluestlng
carners with "nondiSCriminatory access· to "local switching capability," "'Ihlen includes
"any technically feaSible customized routing functions provided by the SWitch," (47
C.F R. § 5',3'9). The FCC stated <at 1l536) that Incumbent LECs are reClulfed "to the
extent technically feasibl., to provide customIzed routing, which would Include such
routing to iii competitor's operator ServIceS or directoty assistance platform,"

Ameritech has made no effort to demonstrate that it has provided customized
routing of operator services/directory assIstance traffic to the extent such routing IS

technIcally feasible. As noted above. the only limItation on Ameritect1's obligation to
prOVide customized routing is techniCAl feaSibility, The FCC has required RBOCs to
prove technical infeasibility of customized routing "in a partIcular switch" and by "clear
and convincing evidence." (FCC Order ~ , 8, 47 C.FR. § 5' .315(e)). TN CommiSSion
recognizes that an ILEe is required to make modifications to its netwo"-' to
accommodate new entrants and the requirements of competition. (FCC Order ~ 202).

For ULS, Ameritech clarified that its offer to provide customized routIng on a
standard basis applies to all purchasers of ULS making normal requests for customized
roullng InvolVing 25 or fewer line class codes. In Instances where lhe use of more than
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25 line class cede. is requested, according to Ameritech's proposal, such requests will
continue to be handled tt'lrough the SFR process.

The Commission finds Ameritec:tfs contention of technical infeasibility highly
Questionable in light of the fact that customized routing of OS/DA traffic is technically
identical to the customized routing inherent in its Shared Carrier Transport and Shared
Company Transport proposals.

Moreover, Amerit.ch has also offered no support for its planning assumption
that less than 2S line class codes are required per ULS customer. In fad, the eVidence
presented at hearing indicated that this assumption is false and camers like AT&T will
r~uir. more lhan 25 line class codes for robust service offerings such as as/CA.
(AT&T Ex. 8.' I p. 42). As a result, Ameritech's custom routing offer that is limited to 25
line class codes is essentially equivalent to no standard offer custom routing at all. The
Commission rejedS this limitation.

In its Brief on Exceptions Ameriteen Illinois indicated its intention to provide
customIzed routing of OSJOA traffic: on a standardized basis to purchasers of ULS
without a 2S line dass code restriction.

III. UNBUNDLED LOCAL SWITCHING

ThiS proceeding involves consideration of Ameritech llIino;s' tariff, filed with the
CommiSSion on September 23, '997. ~jle that tariff has been dismissed by
agreement of the parties, an updated version is attached to Mr. O'Brien', testimony
and, together with that testimony, forms the basis for the Commission's consideration of
t,e Company's offering of UNEs; ULS; end office integration; access to poles, conduits,
and nghts-of-way; collocation servIces; unbundled tandem switd'ling; unbundled
directory assistance; unbundled operator services; ac:cess to unbundled Signaling
System 7; access to unbundled 800 database; access to LIDS database; and
unbundled InteroffICe transport

Ameritech IIlinors' Position

Ameritec:h Illinois poInts out that the Access Charge Reform Order resolves all
Interstate issues with respect to whether incumbent lEes can access Cel and RIC
charQes In connection with ULS, Since the FCC's order became effective on June 17,
1997 the transition period permitting such charges now is ended and Ament.en WIll

comply and will not impose a eCL or RIC charge.

With respect to whIch camer bills and collects access charges under its
proposals, Amerltech disCt.lsses two different configurations, Under lhe first, a
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purct'laser subscribes to ULS and uses one of its thr•• dedialled transport options.
Under this scanario, the ULS purchaser bills all local switching and transport rat.
elements to the IXC and retains the revenues. Consistent with the FCC's Access
Charge Reform Order. Ameriteen will not bill interstate CCL and RIC ctIarges and will
not bill such charges on a intrastate basis either.

Am.rit.ch Illinois contends that different rate treatment should apply if IXCs use
its pUblic switch net'Nork (what the IXC's refer to as the "common transport- option) to
originate or terminate the calls to end users served by a camer which subscribes to
ULS. Under this second configuration, the Company centends that the IXC is
subscribed to its switched access service. Therefore, It centends it should bill the IXC
for standard, Feature Group 0 access charges for both originating and terminating
traffic and will not bill the carrier purchasing ULS any ULS charges in connedion with
that traffic. Further, the carrier will not bill the IXC at all, since it is not involved in the
transport or termination of the call.

Ameritech Illinois argues that its position on carrier access charges under the
seeond configuration is consistent with the letter and the intent of the Act. ULS
purchasers should not be entitled to assess access charges wner. Ameritech Illinois,
and not the ULS purchaser, In fact provides the access service over its facilities.
Ameritech argues that it was clearly not the intent of the Act or the FCC Qrder to r.
define eXisting services. Ameriteen further contends tnat tne FCC does not address the
issue of miXing UNEs and services. such as SWItched access service. Further, it
argues that WorldCom's position with respect to -shared" trunk ports does not mandate
a different approach. Ameritech points out tnat in the Access Charge Reform Order,
the FCC ordered that all trunk port costs be removed from the local switching element
and become either dedicated or per-minute of-use rat. elements associated with the
access trunk. Accordingly, WorldCom's position that the ULS rate element includes a
share of trunk port costs cannot be correct on iii gcing-forward basis.

Finally, Ameriteen Illinois argues that the Commission's Wholesale Order did not
deCide the specific access charges issues that are being addressed in this proceeding.
The Company contends that no party had developed a position on what forms of
transpon could be associated WIth the ULS platform in that proceeding, or what the
aecess charge implications would be. Accordingly, It is simply wrong to argue that the
CommiSSion already has resolved this Issue

AT&T and Mel

AT&T and MCI opine that Amefltech's ULS offering violates the Ad and tn. FCC
Order because it deprives CLECs of the use of all features, functions and capabilities
of the switch, Including the right to provide originating and terminating access services
for Interstate, Intrastate and 800 calls, and the right to use all fundionalities of the
SWitch Without engaging in a laborious Switch Feature Request process, and imposes
excessive charges for usa of the ULS element.
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They quotl tram the FCC Order, which states that I CLEC purchasing the
unbundled local swltel"ling element "as t"e rignt to make use of that element to the
maximum extent possible. The FCC Order defines ULS to inclUde "lin.side and tNnk
side facilities plus all features, functions, and capabilities of the switch". (FCC Order ,-r
.12). The FCC clarified that when a CLEC purcnases the UlS element, it obtains
access to all of the above features, functi.ons and capabilities on a per line basis.
(Order on Reconsideration, 11 11).

AT&T and Mel further note that this Commission (in its Order in Docket 95
~5BJ0531 at 65) already has also determined that the UlS purchaser - and not
Ament.ch - will provide eXchange access when it se",es end users.

Contrary to these clear FCC and ICC mandat.s, AT&T and Mel note that
AmeritecM nevertheless has conditioned the right of a ULS subscriber to provide
exchange access services - unquestionably a featur., function or capability of tn.
switch - and receive revenues therefrom upon the Ameritech-imposed requirement that
the CLEC routes tj,e traffic that would use exchange access over a dedicated trunk port
facility within the local switch. (AT&T Ex. 8.1 at 27). f)urcnase of this additional
dedicated trunk port (or portion thereof) facility is, of course, conveniently part and
parcel of Ameritech's version of "shared" transport.

They summarize that Ameriteen's position erroneously presumes, however, that
!! is the one authoriZed to determine whether or not the CLEC can provide originating
and terminating access service and receive the associated access charges. Ameriteen
has itself determined that if tt'le CLEC purchases the ULS element and a dedicated
trunk port, the ClEC provides the exchange access service and collects tha revenues
from the IXC. If, however, the ClEC purchases the UlS element, including a line-side
port, a trunk-side port and usage, but does not also purchase a dedicated trunk-side
port and trunk, then Ameriteen claims that the switching function must be considered
part of its switched access saMes, for which Ameriteen is entitled to charge the IXC,
regardless of the fad that the call is originated by or terminated to an end user
customer of the ClEC. (Mel Ell:. 1.0 at 16-' 7).

Ameritech theorize, that Since the UlS purchaser is not assessed a usage
charge under this scenario, it has no basis for claIming It can provide originating or
terminating access service. (AI Ex. 2.0 at 27-28; AT&T Ex. 8.0 at 8). AT&T and MCI
contend that Ameritech 15 simply wrong. Ameritech is not entitled to charge access
charges to IXCs when IXC traffic is originated on or terminated to the ClEC's ULS
element. Indeed, such a compensation scheme would violate the colt-based pricing
mandates of Section 252{d), (Mel Ex. 1.0 at 15·17; Mel Ex. 2.2P at 43-44).

In fact, MCI and AT&T contend that the FCC foreclosed precisely wnat
Amentech IS trying to do by defining the UlS element to include the "line-side and
trunk-side facilities plus the features, functions and capabilities of the 5witd'l." FCC
Order 11 4'2 (emphasis added). While both line-side and trunk-side functionality must
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be available in order to accomplish the switching function, the FCC nowner. limited tne
trunk-side fundionality that ILECs must provide as part of tne ULS ne1Waft( element
only to dedicated trunk port facilities. To the contrary, in disQJS5ing rates for ULS in its
FCC Order, the FCC strongty suggested against limiting the ULS network element to a
dedicated trunk port. (FCC Order 11 810: AT&T Ex. 8.1 at 29). Moreover, in its First
Order on Reconsideration, the FCC included trunk ports in its list of "raffic sensitive
components of the local SWItching element." (First Order on Reconsideration, 1l6).

AT&T and Mel observe that Ameriteen witness O'Brien was forced to concede
the absurdity of Amerltech's position on etOSS examination. He admitted that
regardless of the fact that the ULS purchaser already has purchased a trunk-side pert
and is providing the switching function for all calls to and from its end users, Ameritecn
still contends it somehow has the right to perform the switching function for and retain
revenues from local eXchange aeeess service provided for calls originated by and
terminated to end users of the CLEC unless that CLEC also purchases a dedicated
trunk port and custom routing. (Tr. 1373-93).

They claim tha1 Mr. O'Brien also conceded that under its ULS proposal,
Ameritectl would double-reccver the cost of the line port on interstate calls - once from
the IXC through switched access charges and again from the CLEC through the ULS
charge. (Tr. 1396-98). He was forced to admit that Ameritech would also doub"
recever the full cost of the trunk port - once from the CL!C, and again through
switched access enarges from IXCs tor the origination and termination of both interstate
and intrastate calls. (Tr. 1367-E9, 1374-75; MCI Ex. 2.2P at 52-53).

In sum, AT&T and MCI ccnclude that Ameritech may not restrict the services it
offers to UNE purchasers, including ULS and/or platform purchasers. (FCC Order ~

292) A. ULS purchaser is entitled to provide the switct'llng function and be
compensated for it, in all cases. The CLEC, not Ameritec:h. prOVides the local switching
for exchange access traffic to originate or terminate calls to or from its customers, and
botn the FCC and this Commission explicitly have granted the ULS purcnaser the right
to provide those services and collect those access charges.

AT&T and MCI rebut Amerltech illinOIS' concerns as to the technical feaSIbility of
providing oilling information to CLECs in order for them to bill IXCs for terminating
access under Staffs and Intervenors' definition of common/shared transport As AT&T
witness Sherry testified on cross examination, It Indeed IS technically feaSible for
Amerltech to provide information to CLECs on a daily and monthly basis sufficient to
allow ULS subSCl'ibers to bill IXCs terminating carner access d'larges. In fad, several
RBGes eltner have r



96-Q486/96-0569
Cansol.

WortdCom

WorldCom witness Gillan identifies thr•• components of switched access
service: tne loop, the local switch, and the transport to and from the local switch. For
i.varal years, the FCC has regarded the loop/local switching and the transport as
separate access components. The vast majority of access charges relate to the use of
the first group, the loopllocal switcn that serve the end-user. Thes8 facilities JOintly
provide local service and access service. Therefore, the sole source of switching
access service is the loeal provider. The switching enarges that typically apply are the
local switching, the carrier common line charge and the residual interconnedion
enarge.

WorldCom objeds to Amerited'l's assertion that the trunk ports on the local
switch which connect to tne interexct1ang8 carriers' transport circuits are a feature of
the switch that can be used only by Ameritech, establishing Am.MtllCh as the provider
of all switched access service. Wor1dCom argues that this is contrary to the decisions
of the FCC and the Commission that the purchaser of the local switcn obtains .very
feature, function and capability of the local switch without exception. WarldCom
submits that the FCC made e1ear that the rale of access provider was inextricably
linked to the purct'lase of the local switching network element. through which the
purchasing carrier obtains exclusive right to provide all features, fundions and
capabilities of the switching, including switching for exchange access and local
exchange service for that end user.

Mr. Gillan testified that Ameritech's proposal would result in Ameritech retaining
an access monopolV because interexchange carriers are not likely to establish
separate access transport networ1c.s simply to access the customer base of new
entranls who would enter the market without a single customer.

Commission Analysis and Conclusion

As an RBOe Ameritech is required to provide local switching unbundled from
local loop facilities and local transport. {47 U.S.C. § 27' (c)(2)(8)(vi». As an incumbent
LEe. Ameritech is required to provide nondiscriminatory access to local SWItching as an
unbundled network element. (47 C.F.R. § 51.319(c)). The FCC has stated that "a
carner that purchases tn. unbundled local switching element to serve an end user
effectively obtains the exclusive right to prOVide all features, functions, and capabilities
of the SWitch, including switching for eXc.hange access and local exenange service:
(Order On Reconsideratioo. ~ 11).

Amerltect'\'s proposal for tn. unbundling of local switching is contained in its
·ULS· offering. This CommissIon finds that Ameritech's ULS proposal conflicts with the
FCC's Order, and with this Commission's Order in the Wholesale/Platform Cas., in at
least three fundamental respects. First. it impermissibly restricts the carrier purchasing
ULS from providing service (originating and terminating access) which a purchasing
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carrier may provide using the switch. Second, as already noted above, it fails to
include the customized routing which is a part (a ''fe.ture'' or "fundion") of the switch
and to which. purchasing canier is entitled. Third, it imposes improper charges on a
purchasing camer.

As indicated above, the FCC has made it explicit that the incumbent lEe mey
not restrict the seNices that may be offered by a purchaser of unbundled network
elements, including the unbundled loeal switch Ind the platform. (FCC Order'" 292).
Thul, consistent with the Act. a purchaser of the unbundled local switch must be
permitted to offer originating and terminating access for calfs made and received by its
customers. Cons~uently, the competing CLEC which purchases ULS is entitled to
recoyer originating and terminating access charges from the interexcl"lange carrier In
these circumstances. The FCC stated:

w. also note that where new entrants purchase access to
.' unbundled network elements to provide exenange access
services. whether Of not they are also offering toll s.rvices
through such elements, the new entrants may as.ess
eXCl'1ange access charges to (interexchange carriers)
originating or terminating toll calls on those elements. In
these circumstances, incumbent LEes may not aSHSS
exchange access charges to suc:tl (carriers) because the
new entrants, rather than the incumbents, will be providing
exenange access seNices, and to allow otherwise would
permit incumbent LECs to receive compensation in excess
of network costs ,n violation of the pricing standard in
sadion 252(d). (FCC Order, ~ 363, n. 772).

Tnls Commission simIlarly ruled ,n the Wholesale Case that carriers purd"tasing
the switch platform are entitled to prOVide access and receIve the associated revenues.
(Wnolesale Order (June 26. '996), p. 65).

Ameritech's plan to retain originsting and terminating access is in contravention
of the Act and the FCC's and thiS CommiSSion's orders. Amented'1 has decided not to
charge the ULS switch purchaser the appropriate usage charge for originating and
terminating access traffic. and on that baSIS It contends it is entitled to retain the access
revenues. Ameritech's POSition 15 ImpermiSSible. Ameritech cannot, consistent with the
FCC and ICC order cited above, be permitted Simply to forego collection of charges for
Originating and terminating usage under ULS and use that as an excuse to retain the
access revenues. Rather. use of the SWitch by the purchesing carrier must be
unrestricted and, if that carner Cl"looses to provide acees., it must receive the
correspondIng revenues. The cnolce is that of the purchasing carrier. not of Ameritech.

Moreoyer, Ameritecn witness Mr O'Brien conceded that under its ULS proposal.
Amentech would double recover the cost of the line port on interstate calls - once from
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the IXC through switched access charges and again from the CLEC throygh the ULS
ci'large. (Tr. 1396-98). Mr. O'Brien was alse forced to admit that Ameritee;, would also
double recover the full cost of the trunk port - once from lhe elEC, and again through
switched access charges from IXCs for the origination and termination of both interstate
and intrastate calls. (Tr. 1367~91 1374·75; MCI Ex. 2.2P, pp. 52-53) The
Commission finds these forms of double recovery unacceptable.

The Commission also rejects Ameritechl s concerns as to the technical feasibility
of providing billing information to CLECs in order for them to bill IXCs for terminating
access under Staff and intervenors' definition of co.mmon transport. The Commission
agrees with AT&T and MCI that it is indeed technically feasible for Ameriteen to provide
information to CLECs on a daily and monthly basis sufficient to allow UNE subsaibers
to bill IXCs terminating carrier access charges. The Commission finds it quite
instructive that many other RBOCs have voluntarily agreed to or have been ordered by
state commissions to provide such information.

In its Brief on EJ:ceptions Ameritech Illinois indicated its intention to abide by the
FCC's Third Order on Reconsideration's finding on access charges, although it intends
to challenge the legality of th.t Order.

B. Usage Development and Implement.tion

AT&T/Mel

AT&T and MCI take issue with Ameritech's ULS tariff that proposes an eJ:orbitant
Usage Development and Implementation Charge of 533,668.81 to be imposed on a
per-switcn per-earrier basis to eaen ULS subscriber. (AT&T Ex. 8.0 at 18-19). As
AT&T wItness Henson testified, it is highly questionable whether such sunk costs na"e
any relevance to a fONiard-looklng cost analysis. (AT&T Ex. 1.0 at 66, fn. 72; AT&T
Ex 8.0 at 19) Moreover, as Mr. Sherry and WorldCom witness Gillan point out, 73% of
the costs Ameritech proposes to recover with the Usage Development and
Implementation Cnarge are costs associated with trunk billing capability. (AT&T Ex.
B 1 at 25; WorldCom Ex. 1.2 at 19). mese trunk billing capability costs are costs
connected with the deployment of dedicated trunk ports, which is necessary only under
Amentech's improper interpretation of unbundled shared/dedicated transport, an
Interpretation whic:n violat•• the "'ery letter of the FCC Order. As such, these costs are
Improper, and should be excluded (AT&T Ex. 8.1 at 25; AT&T Ex. 1.2P at 11.
WorldCom Ex. 1.2P at 19).

To the extent the Commission nevenheless deems the recovery of any of these
costs appropriate, AT&T and MCI contend that they should be recovered in a
competitively neutral manner from all network users - including Ameritech, ...no also
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will benefit from the billing and trunk ordering development adlvili... (Wor1dCom Ex.
1.2 at 19; AT&T Ex. 1.2P at 11; AT&T Ex. B.O at 19: AT&T Ex.. 8.1 at 24: Mel Ex. 2.2P
at 27).

Additionally, even If competitively neutral recovery is provided for, the
Commission should review Ameritech's I)ropos81 for assessing or calculating this
Charge on a per-swltcn per-carrie, baSIS to ensure that there is no over-recovery by
Ameriteen of these "one time" costs, a concern Amerited'l's current proposal does not
allay, but exacerbates. (AT&T Ex. 8.0 at 20). Mr. O'Brienls explanation of Ameritech's
demand estimate process gives no indication that the Company considered the
demand associated with AT&Ts r~u.st for a platform trial, and similar requests to be
anticipated from other CLECs, in setting the level for its proposed Usage Development
and Implementation Charge. (AT&T Ex. 8.1 at 26). Mr. O'Brien, the witness
sponsoring Ameritech ULS offering, testified on cross examination that he was unaware
that AT&T had ordered the platform in Illinois. (Tr. ' ....7...8).

AT&T and Mel observe that Amerited'1's demand estimates also neglect to
Include all switches in its region despite the fad that it is required by law to previde
ULS in each and every one of them, and neglect to include it as a carrier tnat will us.
and benefit from its activities. (WorldCom Ex.1.1 at 10-11; Staff Ex. 1.02P at 13).

They propose that Ameritech be required to support this charge with well
documented cost studies. removing the obvious errors noted above. Competitively
neutral cost recovery is recommended. To the extent the Commission agrees that this
charge is appropriate at all. they propose that it should establish a per-carrier per
switch charge somewhere in the range of the Mr. Gillan's COfTeeted calculation of
$33.34 per-carrier ~r-switch, and Mr. Price's calculation of $146.24 per-earrier per
switci'1. (Staff Ex. 1 02P at 12-14). To ensure that the charge is terminated atter the
demand estimates have been reached, a tracking, true-up and refund procedure should
be established so that Ameritech does not overrecover any costs ultimately approved
by the Commission.

WorldCom

Mr Gillan testified that the proposed Billing Establishment Charge of more that
533,000 per ULS switch is dramatically overstated. By uSing more reasonable demand
projections and removing a category of costs that are of Amerit8cn's own creation, thiS
charge (it it is reta,ned at all) falls to less than 530 per SWItch. If condoned in its
present inflated and unjustified form, Amentech's proposed Billing Establishment
Charge would aeate an artifiCIal. yet highly effecti"., barrier to entry. (WorldCom
Exhibit 1.2 at 2).

Mr. Gillan states funher tnat the charge ~is a proposal by Ameritech to impose on
ULS purd'1asers a one-time charge of 533,66881 per switch ~to recover (1) costs to
Identify different types of calls (interswltch and intraswitch, for instance), and (2) costs
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